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TO:

FOR:

1.

Manuel

The President

Section 208; Federal Water Pollution Control Act, Amendments of
19723 Public Law 92-500.

Urge support of Senate Bill 1280 which would provide Federal Cost-
Sharing to assist Resource Conservation Districts, working with
the Environmental Protection Agency, to "develop and implement
state and area wide water quality management plans relating to
non=point sources of pollution".

Great Plains Conservation Program.

Urge support of Bill, now in Congress, to "make Great Plains Pro-
gram available to all the Western States affected by the drought”.

The Great Plains conservation program, administered by SCS
since 1956, aims at bringing about a more nearly permanent solution
to problems resulting from drought and the cultivation of land un-
sulted for sustained crop production. It helps stabilize agricul-
ture and the economy of towns dependent on agriculture in the Great
Plains. Local leadership comes from the conservation districts,
who have been largely responsible for the promotion and general
acceptance of this program.

Under this program, USDA through conservation districts helps
participating land users prepare and follow a conservation plan,
€~--bling them to make needed adjustments in land use and to install
¢_..3ervation measures on their land.

Technical assistance and cost sharing help the land users
carry out conservation plans over a period not to exceed ten (10)
years. Cost sharing is specifically limited to installing perma=-
nent conservation practices and is obligated when the plan is
developed and the contract signed. This guarantees the avail-
ability of funds to apply the needed practices on schedule and to
make any needed changes in land use.




Soil Surveys.

Urge larger appropriation of monies for Soil Surveys tc ineate
"prime farmland" that should be preserved.

Soil surveys are an important tool for farmers and ranchers,
city, county, and state officials, land use planners, engine ,
developers and builders, and other in planning use and manag it
of land and water resources.

Congress has authorized (Public Law 89-560, 1966) SCS to make
soil surveys in suburban developing areas as well as in agricul-
tural areas. Soil survey information helps planners select land
suitable for constructing houses, factories, schools, airports,
highways, and shopping centers in expanding urban areas.

Each soil survey describes the key characteristics of soils
in the survey area, classifies and names the soils according to a
nationwide system, provides information on the potential and limi-
tations of the soils for various uses, and shows the distribution
of soils on detailed maps.

SCS publishes the soil surveys, including maps. In addition,
SCS cooperates with agencies that prepare special maps and reports
based on soil surveys. All the work is carried out cooperatively
with other federal and state agencies, including the state agri-
cultural experiment stations.

Drougnt and Flood Conservation Program.

This emergency legislation, signed by the President on May 4, 1977,
"has been an outstanding success", however, all the funds have
been allocated and more is needed.

Urge support for more funds, including 22 million dollars for Cali-

fornia, so that thousands of ranchers and farmers who signed up

for assistance under the program, will not have to be turned down,
as is now the ~=-~
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THE WHITE HOUSE

I. PURPOSE

WASHINGTON
July 13, 1977

\

MEETING ON WHITE HOUSE EMERGENCY PROCEDURES
Thursday, July 14

1:00 p.m. (30 minutes)
Oval Office

From: Hugh Carteﬁ%é&

To discuss recommendations on White House Emergency Procedures
for relocation for you and the Vice President

IT.

BACKGROUND & PARTICIPANTS
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B.

NOTE:

Background:

You agreed to have a meeting to review guestions
that have arisen pertaining to White House Emergency Procedures
for relocation. Below is a short agenda for this meeting:

(A) Presidential Relocation

1. Long warning situation

a. briefing on site locations

b. need to be aware of options; no decision needed
2.

Short warning relocation options

Action should be as automatic as possible
a. Stay

b. Relocate
-—- NEACP question and ramifications

{BY Vice President's Relocation

1. Short warning
a. Stay
b. Relocate

-— NEACP question and ramifications

(C)

Coordination of President and Vice President's travel

Participants:

The Vice President, Dr. Brzezinski,
Col. Bill Odom, Hugh Carter and Herb Upton

After the meeting it would be appreciated if you could say
goodby to Herb Upton.

He has been working with me on military liaison

since March, and has been very instrumental in a number of the cutbacks

in the military assistance to the White House.
of absence from Proctor and Gamble in Augusta, Georgia.

Herb has been on leave
There will

be a White House Photographer present after the meeting for a photo.
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-- As you know, the Administration is
requesting a total of $2.6 billion for
the banks in the FY 1978 appropriations
bill.

-— Of this total, over $1 billion is for
callable capital, which is included 1in
the appropriations bill at your request.
The chances of any of these funds ever
leaving the Treasury are extremely remote.

-- As you know, the House reduced our request
for the banks by almost half a billion dollars.

I hope that the Senate will come as close
to my original funding request as possible,
and believe that any further reductions
from the level recommended by the House
Appropriations Committee ($2,123 million)
would seriously impair our ability to
participate fully and meaningfully in
their ongoing activities.

5. I understand that you may have some misgivings
about foreign aid through multilateral institutions.
The House action, however, presents serious threats
to this country's interests and I ask you, therefore,
to support the Administration's position.
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Proposed Talking Points for President Carter
eer Aao -

THE PRESIDENT HAS SEEN.

Dinner Toast, July 13, 1977
/'

Prepared by State and NSC, revised by Speechwriting Office _<:7/

Chancellor and Mrs. Schmidt, Minister and Mrs. Genscher,
distinguished guests, ladies and gentlemen:

1. In your opening pleasantries, you might say something like
this:

"My preparations for your visit, Mr. Chancellor, have
been not only political and economic, but also musical--
I have been listening to a great deal of Bach. And I
must say that I prefer a Brandenburg Concerto to any

other kind of briefing."
(Chancellor and Mrs. Schmidt love Bach.)

2. We have completed the first round of talks on an agenda
that is, by any measure, comprehensive.

--That agenda reflects the wide range of common interests
and our determination that the industrial democracies
must work together to address these issues.

3. The talks have reaffirmed the importance of a close re-
lationship between the United States and the Federal Republic.

--Vice President Mondale emphasized this during his talks
in Bonn last January, as you and the Chancellor did in

London last May.

4. We share an awareness that joint German-American effort is
essential to our ultimate success.

--We have been fortunate in achieving over the years
a wide identity in our views on world affairs.

--To be sure, there are occasional differences. That is
inevitable between close friends and allies whose
interests overlap so widely. But those differences

go only to tactics, not to purposes. They involve only
questions of how best to achieve common objectives.

5. No field is more critical than security. You and the
Chancellor have had a thorough exchange on the range of
problems in this area and have made progress.
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-- In litigated auto accident cases, the costs of lawyers and
litigation expenses approximated the net benefits to victims,

-- The tort liability system grossly over-compensated slightly
injured victims while grossly under -compensating seriously
injured victims.

State No-Fault Experience (1971-77). The DOT has recently
completed a review of the experience of the sixteen states that have
no-fault plans. (A brief summary of the study's findings is attached.)
Generally speaking, these plans have been very successful, although
some of them are very modest indeed. Some of the stronger no-fault
plans such as those in Michigan and Minnesota have been outstanding
successes. Benefits are higher, payment is certain and faster,
rehabilitation is encouraged and litigation is reduced. With respect
to cost, no-fault premium levels, when adjusted for inflation, have
declined in most states.

The Federal Bills (S. 1381 and H.R. 6601), The Federal bills
would provide a Federal minimum standard that all state auto accident
reparations plans would have to meet or exceed. Under these standards
victims would receive, regardless of fault, up to:

(a) $100,000 in medical benefits;

(b) Wage replacement for one year up to $12, 000;

(c) One year of benefits for replacement services
(up to $20 a day); and

(d) $1,000 in funeral benefits.

Suits in tort would be prohibited except where a victim dies, suffers
permanent serious disfigurement or loss of an important bodily function,
or is permanently impaired for more than 180 days.

This legislation would not affect state regulation of insurance.
(A somewhat fuller summary of the bills is attached.)

The Politics of No-Fault. Personal injury no-fault plans have
received wide public acceptance and approval. Virtually all of the
insurance industry supports the no-fault concept, although there are
some differences over details, Consumer groups strongly support
no-fault. The AFL/CIO and UAW have vigorously supported no-fault.




The organized bar, particularly the trial lawyers, constitutes
the main opponent. (The great strength of the bar in state legislatures
is the principal reason that more states have not adopted no-fault plans
and why so many of those adopted have been relatively ineffectual
compromises. )

Federal action on no-fault is opposed not only by the bar but also
a considerable portion of the insurance industry and most state govern-
ments. Labor (e.g., AFL/CIO and UAW), consumer groups (e.g., CFA,
Consumers Union and American Association of Retired Persons), and
a majority of the insurance industry support minimum Federal standards
for no-fault,

Finally, it should be noted that, nationwide, no-fault receives
broad editorial coverage and receives overwhelming editorial support
( 97 percent in favor) as does a Federal initiative in this area.

The Argument for Federal Action. Several factors argue strongly
for the Federal Government to move on no-fault now:

(1) The great diversity of no-fault plans (no one is the same
as any other) is creating serious problems for both car
owners and insurers, Big insurers, such as State Farm
and Kemper, which once opposed Federal action, now agree
that it is necessary.

(2) The generally poor quality of state no-fault plans to date,
Only three or four state plans approach adequate benefit
levels,

(3) Opponents of no-fault have succeeded in preventing further
advances at the state level, No state has adopted no-fault
since 1975,

(4) The lessons that are likely to be learned from state experi-
mentation have already been produced by the experience of
the past six and a half years,

(5) If marketplace incentives for encouraging the purchase of
safer cars and safety equipment are to be created through
the insurance mechanism, the reparations system must be
no-fault. For example, a motorist who chose to purchase
a passive restraint system could receive a reduction in his

premium,
















































(4)

(7)

(8)
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The conflicting and incompatible reparations regimes of the
States, ranging from substantial no-fault regimes, to
miniscule no-fault, to pseudo no-fault, to full tort regimes
constitute a balkanization which burdens commerce and
impedes free movement between the States.

Unless Federal initiatives and backing achieve automobile
reparations reform, the possibility of effecting vitally-
needed reform in other reparations systems, such as products
Tiability and medical malpractice, is essentially non-existent.

For example, courts in Idaho and Ohio have held that because
automobile accident victims and other accident victims can
recover fully for pain and suffering, Timitations upon
recovery of pain and suffering by medical malpractice victims
constitutes an unconstitutional denial of equal protection.

True no-fault, as contrasted with the pale imitations
prevalent in most States, should improve availability of
automobile insurance for minority groups, and others who

are now looked upon with suspicion by underwriters of
Tiability insurance because of the fear that such applicants
for insurance might fare poorly with juries as insured
defendants in tort suits involving Targe damages.

Under a true no-fault system, automobile insurance premiums
can be expected to be more in line with the economic cir-
cumstances of the insured and his ability to pay. Because
youthful drivers heal faster with less medical attention

and sustain less earnings loss than their more affluent
elders, the premiums payable by them should reflect their
lesser severity of loss and should, thus, reduce somewhat
the egregiously high rates they are now called upon to pay.
Similarly, because the reparation of the elderly will be
borne primarily by Medicare and Social Security, and

because their losses of earnings will be small, their Tlesser
exposure can be expected to result in much smaller premiums.
The poor who, by definition, have smaller income should also
pay less because of their Tesser exposure under a first-
party, no-fault insurance regime.

No-fault is a demonstrably more cost effective mechanism for
compensating the economic losses of automobile accident
victims than the current fault-system. Intuitively, one
would have to judge that the system costs of delivering
benefits under the present system have gone up even more

in the time that has elapsed since the DOT Study.
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(9) No-fault is also a more equitable means of distributing
benefits than the existing fault system. The current
system is built upon the fundamental anomaly that the
accident victim is a legal stranger to the insurer paying
the compensation benefits., The victim has no rights
against such insurer unless or until he secures a final
judgment against the insured tort-feasor. Moreover, the
insurer has both the Tegal right and the economic
incentive to defeat or minimize reparation or to contest
the claim in the hope of effecting a smaller settlement
because the claimant does not have the economic resources
to await the final outcome of Titigation.

(10) No-fault delivers its benefits faster when they are most
needed and aids effective rehabilitation since it provides
the funds for rehabilitation promptly. To be effective,
renabilitation must be commenced shortly after the injury
is sustained.

(11) The current automobile accident reparation system is
inextricably linked through State financial responsibility
and compulsory liability insurance laws to automobile
liability insurance. Since the motorist not only can but
must insulate himself, through insurance, from the financial
consequences of his tortious misconduct, it is evident that
the tort remedy is wholly deprived of its deterrent and
guqitive powers in respect to the potentially negligent

river.

(12) Almost no one now seriously doubts the constitutional
authority to enact Federal no-fault automobile insurance
legislation. For example, Professor C. Dallas Sands, of
the University of Alabama Law School expressed reservations
as to such authority in a paper that he wrote for the DOT
Study, but since completion of that Study has stated that
he is now satisfied that Congress can constitutionally act.

The amendment which HUD suggests is that the Administration propose
simply to eliminate the requirement for an individual to purchase
only 1iability insurance (since that would fly in the face of the no-
fault concept).

Federal no-fault, as contrasted with the inadequate State no-fault
efforts, to date, continues to be perceived by the public as important,
consumer-oriented legislation. Despite the fact that proposals such
as S-354 have been generated by the DOT Study, completed in 1971, the
former Administration did no more than pay lip service to the concept
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